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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the application filed on 30 March, 2001 . 
Claims 1-30 are pending. Claims 1-30 are directed to a method for a "Method 
and apparatus for intersystem cut/copy and paste." 

Specification 

2 The disclosure does not include a "Summary" Section as required. See 
MPEP § 608.01(d). Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must 
show every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the 
methods of claims 23 and 24 must be shown or the features canceled from the 
claims. No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet 
should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of 
an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is 
to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement 
sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and 
appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to 
show the renumbering of the remaining figures. The replacement sheet(s) 
should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 
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1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes 
are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 17 and 25 are objected to because of the following minor 
informalities. Appropriate correction is required. 

Above claims are dependent claims, which depend on 12 and 18 respectively. A 
claim that depends from a dependent claim should not be separated by any claim 
that does not also depend from said dependent claim. It should be kept in mind 
that a dependent claim may refer to any preceding independent claim. In general 
applicant's sequence will not be changed. See MPEP §608.01 (n). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Regarding claim 1, the phrase "substantially" renders the claim indefinite 
because the claim includes elements not actually disclosed (those encompassed 
by "substantially"), thereby rendering the scope of the claim unascertainable. 
See MPEP § 2173.05(d). This is applicable to all other claims where the word 
substantially is found . Furthermore, every claim which claims dependency on a 
claim rejected under this paragraph is rejected by virtue of said dependency. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 102: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless- 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-2, 4-5, and 7-8 directed to an apparatus are rejected under 35 
USC 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Petersen et al. (US 6,484,207). 

Petersen teaches a network data switch which includes a memory buffer 
to which information is copied from a computing system selected via the network 
data switch from two or more network devices coupled with the network data 
switch as a result of a first substantially predetermined event. (See abstract). 
Claim 1 : 

Referring to claim 1 , Petersen teaches an apparatus comprising: a switch- 
box, wherein the switch-box comprises a memory buffer to which information is 
copied from a computing system selected via the switch-box from two or more 
computing systems coupled with the switch-box as a result of a first substantially 
predetermined event. (See Fig.1 and col. 5, lines 23-25). 
Claim 2 : 

Referring to claim 2, Petersen teaches the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein 
the information copied from a computing system selected via the switch-box is 
copied to another selected computing system of the two or more computing 
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systems as a result of a second substantially predetermined event. (See col. 5, 
lines 38-42). 
Claim 4 : 

Referring to claim 4, Petersen teaches the apparatus of claim 3 further 
comprising a timer employed, at least in part, to recognize the first and second 
keystroke sequences. 

A clock and timer are inherent parts of a computer; therefore, claim 4 is rejected. 
Claim 5 : 

Referring to claim 5, Petersen teaches the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein 
the switch-box is adapted to allow the memory buffer and a single set of interface 
devices to be selectively coupled at substantially individual times with a one of 
the two or more computing systems based, at least in part, on a user selection. 
(See col. 6, lines 30-35). 
Claim 7 : 

Referring to claim 7, Petersen teaches the apparatus of claim 1 , wherein 
the two or more computing systems are coupled with the switch-box via a data 
transfer coupling (See Fig. 1 (110)) and a set of interface device couplings. (See 
Fig. 1 (118)). 
Claim 8 : 

Referring to claim 8, Petersen teaches the apparatus of claim 7, wherein 
the data transfer coupling comprises a parallel interface. (See col. 1, lines 48-50). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

Claims 18-30 directed to a method are rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being 
clearly anticipated by D'Arlach et al. (US 6,026,433). 

D'Arlach teaches a method for creating and editing a Web site in a client- 
server computer network. (See abstract). 
Claim 18: 

Referring to claim 18,_D'Arlach teaches a method comprising: determining 
that a network copy request has been generated; copying information from a first 
computing system to a network cut-and-paste data-structure as a result of the 
network copy request; and associating the copied information with a user-id for a 
current user in the network cut-and-paste buffer data-structure. (See col. 3 line 
64 to col. 5 line 5). 
Claim 19 

Referring to claim 19,_D'Arlach teaches The method of claim 18, further 
comprising determining that a network paste request has been generated; 
searching the cut-and-paste data structure as a result of the network paste 
request; determining that the copied information associated with the user-id for 
the current user exists in the cut-and-paste data structure; and as a result, 
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pasting the copied information from the cut-and-paste data-structure to a second 
computing system. (See col. 6, lines 21-43). 
Claim 20 : 

Referring to claim 20,_D'Arlach teaches the method of claim 19, wherein 
determining that the network copy request was generated comprises recognizing 
a first substantially predetermined, substantially time-limited event. (See col. 1 1 , 
lines 36-37). 
Claim 21 : 

Referring to claim 21 JD'Arlach teaches the method of claim 20, wherein 
determining that the network paste request has been generated comprises 
recognizing a second substantially predetermined, substantially time-limited 
event. (See col. 5, lines 52-54). 
Claim 22: 

Referring to claim 22,_D'Arlach teaches the method of claim 21, wherein 
the first and second substantially predetermined, substantially time-limited events 
comprise respective first and second keystroke sequences. (See col. 5, lines 26- 
27 and lines 52-55). (A user first selects a template by using a keyboard and then 
the user submits changes again by using the keyboard). 
Claim 23 : 

Referring to claim 23,_D'Arlach teaches the method of claim 18, wherein 
the cut-and-paste data structure comprises an array with at least one array entry, 
wherein an array entry includes a user-id data-field and an information data-field. 
(See Fig. 7 (UsenCarmen) and Fig. 8 (Announcing...)). 
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Claim 24 : 

Referring to claim 24, D'Arlach teaches the method of claim 23, wherein 
associating the user-id with the copied information comprises copying the 
information to an information data-field for a specific one array entry and copying 
the user-id to a corresponding user-id data-field for the specific one array entry. 
(See Fig. 7 (UsenCarmen) and Fig. 8 (Announcing...)). 
Claim 25 : 

Referring to claim 25, D'Arlach teaches the method of claim 18, wherein 
copying information comprises employing a standard cut-and-paste buffer for an 
operating system of the first computing system. (See col. 5, lines 47-52). 
Claims 26-30 : 

These claims do not teach or define any significantly new limitation above 
and beyond claims 18-25 to warrant particular treatment, and therefore are 
rejected for similar reasons. Claim 18 is a method whereas claim 26 recites an 
article. That is not a significant new limitation to warrant particular treatment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3, 6, 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 5103(a) as being 



unpatentable over Petersen et al. (US '207) in view of D'Arlach et al. (US 



6,026,433.) 
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Petersen teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
network data switch which includes a memory buffer to which information is 
copied from a computing system selected via the network data switch from two or 
more network devices coupled with the network data switch as a result of a first 
substantially predetermined event. (See abstract). 
Claim 3 : 

Referring to claim 3, it recites the apparatus of claim 2, wherein the first 
and second substantially predetermined events are substantially predetermined 
respective first and second keystroke sequences. 

Peterson teaches a first and second substantially predetermined 
events. Peterson does not specifically address the keystroke sequences as the 
respective first and second events. However, D'Arlach teaches a method of 
editing a web site in a client-server environment. (See col. 5, lines 26-27 and 
lines 52-55). A user first selects a template by using a keyboard and then the 
user submits changes again by using the keyboard. Hence, it would have been 
obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use 
the predetermined events taught by Petersen with editing a web site in a network 
environment as disclosed by D'Arlach. Such a system would allow a user to 
perform editing functions remotely. Therefore, claim 3 is rejected. 
Claim 6: 

Referring to claim 6, it recites the apparatus of claim 5, wherein the single 
set of interface devices comprises at least one of: a keyboard, a display monitor 
and a pointing device. 
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Peterson fails to suggest a keyboard, a display monitor and a pointing 
device as a set of interface devices. However, D'Arlach specifically teaches this 
limitation at col. 3, lines 50-53. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen 
with the system disclosed by D'Arlach. A system consisting of a keyboard, a 
display monitor and a pointing device is a conventional system. Therefore, claim 
6 is rejected. 
Claim 13 : 

Referring to claim 13, it recites the method of claim 12, wherein copying 
information to the external buffer is accomplished by employing a standard cut- 
and-paste buffer of the one of at least two or more computing systems. 

Peterson fails to suggest employing a standard cut-and-paste buffer of the 
one of at least two or more computing systems. However, D'Arlach specifically 
teaches this limitation at col. 6, lines 21-43. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen 
with the system disclosed by D'Arlach. Such a system would allow a user to 
perform editing functions remotely. Therefore, claim 13 is rejected. 
Claim14 : 

Referring to claim 14, it recites the method of claim 12, further comprising 
copying the information in the external buffer to another computing system of the 
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two or more computing systems as a result of a second substantially 
predetermined event. 

Peterson fails to suggest copying the information in the external buffer to 
another computing system of the two or more computing systems as a result of a 
second substantially predetermined event. However, D'Arlach specifically 
teaches this limitation at col. 5, lines 27-28 and lines 52-54. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the switching system taught by Petersen 
with the copying system disclosed by D'Arlach. Such a system would allow a 
user to perform editing functions remotely. Therefore, claim 14 is rejected. 
Claim 15 : 

Referring to claim 14, it recites the method of claim 14, wherein the first 
and second substantially predetermined events comprise substantially 
predetermined, substantially time-limited respective first and second keystroke 
sequences. 

This claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3 above. 
Claim 16-17: 

Referring to claims 16 and 17, claim 16 recites the method of claim 15, 
wherein the first and second keystroke sequences are keystroke sequences 
defined by respective operating systems of the one of the more computing 
systems and the another computing system of the two or more computing 
systems for accessing standard cut-and-paste buffers employed by those 
systems. Claim 17 recites the method of claim 12, wherein the first and second 
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keystroke sequences are substantially dedicated keystroke sequences for 
copying information to and from the external buffer. 

These two claims do not teach or define any significantly new limitations 
above and beyond claims 3, 6, 13 and 14 to warrant particular treatment, and 
therefore, are rejected for similar reasons. 

Official Notice 

9. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Petersen in view of Williams et al. (US 6,172,542) (only used as evidence for 
Official Notice.) 

As for above claim, "Official Notice" is taken that the use of a serial 
interface as disclosed by Williams is well known and expected in the art. It would 
have been obvious to use the serial interface (single ended interface) as 
disclosed by Williams since the use of serial interface such as RS 232C was well 
known in the art as a reliable short distance synchronized mechanism for 
sending data. 

10. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Petersen in view of Williams et al. (US 6,172,542) (only used as evidence for 
Official Notice.) 

As for above claim, "Official Notice" is taken that the use of a Universal 
Serial Bus (USB) as disclosed by Williams is well known and expected in the art. 
It would have been obvious to use the universal serial interface as disclosed by 
Williams since the use of USB is well known in the art as it has a variety of 
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operating modes that allow a number of computer peripherals to be connected to 
a generic port. 

11. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Petersen in view of Savicki (US 5,345,327) (only used as evidence for Official 
Notice.) 

As for above claim, "Official Notice" is taken that the use of an infrared (IR) 
communication interface as disclosed by Savicki is well known and expected in 
the art. It would have been obvious to use the infrared interface as disclosed by 
Savicki since the use of an infrared interface was well known in the art as a 
interface used for portable communications systems designed for interior use. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

- Debosky et al. (U.S. 6,073,161) teaches "Method and Apparatus for 
Determining Editing Conflicts in a Multi-Authoring System." 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Emmanuel Coffy whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-0325. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 5:00 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (703) 308-7562. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 



Emmanuel Coffy 
Patent Examiner 
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